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negotiation outcome and liking gap, however, it did indicate that those who win an election tend to
underestimate how much their counterparts like them following the negotiation’s conclusion. Since
negotiations often take place in high-profile interactions and can affect relationships between highranking, powerful individuals, understanding the impact of a negotiation’s outcome can prove incredibly
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ABSTRACT
This paper investigates the concept of “the liking gap,” or the difference between how
much someone perceives they are liked by another party and how much that other party actually
likes them, specifically within the context of negotiations. Using data collected from simulated
in-class negotiations during the Fall of 2020, this paper attempts to understand whether the party
that “loses” a negotiation tends to have a larger or smaller liking gap than the party that “wins”
the negotiation. It also investigates the direction of this gap, determining whether a win or loss
impacts your likelihood to overestimate or underestimate how much your counterpart likes you.
Analysis demonstrated that there is no significant correlation between negotiation outcome and
liking gap, however, it did indicate that those who win an election tend to underestimate how
much their counterparts like them following the negotiation’s conclusion. Since negotiations
often take place in high-profile interactions and can affect relationships between high-ranking,
powerful individuals, understanding the impact of a negotiation’s outcome can prove incredibly
beneficial for relationship management over the long term.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION
Overview
The liking gap, a phenomena where people tend to be unable to accurately estimate (often
underestimating) how much they are liked by another person after an interaction or conversation,
is prominent in nearly every relationship and interaction between people. Wolfe, Nafe, and
Tomasello discovered its emergence in most children at the age of five, and saw the effects
heighten as age increases through adolescence and into adulthood (2021). However, the
implication of the Liking Gap across different disciplines and in specific types of interactions has
not been deeply analyzed. The context of negotiation is of particular interest as it is one of the
highest-stakes conversations and interactions individuals can have with one another.
In these situations, there is often an outcome or desired achievement, and thus, each
person has something “to lose.” There is also a high likelihood of future interactions with each
counterpart as business dealings are often ongoing. However, does the context of a negotiation
drive a larger liking gap between two individuals? And does that gap tend to be wider for the
party that “lost” or did not achieve their goal?

Motivation For This Study
Liking someone during a negotiation is not inherently required, or expected, by many.
Oftentimes, high-stakes negotiations are between two high-ranking individuals or people of
power who, for the most part, have very different views than each other. In these instances, many
envision their success in the negotiation to be negatively correlated with the success of the other
person. Rarely, can individuals recognize a situation that can result in a complimentary outcome
or a strong compromise as they enter with the notion that their counterpart is always working
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against them. In these situations, an understanding of the liking gap could prove influential in
accurately assessing the other person’s position, prompting each party to enter the negotiation
without any preconceived notions or motives. If you know a person likes you more than it may
seem, you may be more likely to make compromises or sacrifices to achieve a mutually
beneficial outcome.
One highly influential example of this type of interaction is in politics. Though politicians
can carry a stereotype of being ‘sneaky’ or ‘untrustworthy’ in many situations, their ability to
build trust and achieve mutually beneficial outcomes is crucial to the success of their cities,
states, and countries. By measuring the impact of the liking gap on negotiations, we may be able
to prime high-ranking politicians with additional information about the interpersonal dynamics
of an upcoming negotiation. If one side is aware of the liking gap and is able to take advantage of
it, they will likely achieve a stronger outcome which would prove especially valuable when
negotiating high-stakes decisions regarding national security or international collaborations.
These negotiations and situations also occur in many other disciplines – including business and
personal interactions – and thus the findings can be applied across a wide range of conversations.

Aim of the Study
The aim of this study is to determine whether or not a negative outcome in a negotiation
has a correlation with a larger liking gap. In other words, if someone loses a negotiation, do they
tend to have a larger liking gap than their counterpart? And if so, in which direction? Through
studying the impact of negotiation outcome on the liking gap, negotiators will be able to better
understand their relationship with each other and utilize interpersonal strategy to counteract any
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negative impressions or lower liking that may have resulted from the negotiation. Thus, allowing
them to sustain relationships in the long run and maintain important channels of communication.
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SECTION 2: REVIEW OF PRIOR LITERATURE
Though past research has been able to quantify and certify existence, duration, and
severity of the liking gap, there has not yet been a case where the liking gap has been observed
directly in a business sense or within the context of a negotiation. However, current literature
does aid in understanding the factors that impact both the perception of being liked as well as the
outcome of a negotiation.
Origins
The current literature surrounding the liking gap discusses how its existence can be
derived from humans’ innate desire to be liked by their peers (Wolf, Nafe, and Tomasello 2021).
Wolf, Nafe, and Tomasello (2021) claim that humans develop this innate desire to manage their
external perception and reputations as early as age 5. This is the age at which children begin to
understand the concepts of “self-presentation, impression management, and conservation of the
self” as they interact with peers in school, daycares, and in other social settings (790). The
researchers also recognize that, though the gap is present by age 5, the older humans get the
larger the liking gap grows. This continues even through adolescence, teenage years, young adult
years, and adult years across all scenarios – from college roommates to professional development
conference attendees (Boothby, Cooney, Sandstrom, and Clark 2018).
Duration
Though the presence of a liking gap is consistent throughout our lives, the specific gap
perceived when someone meets a new individual does not last forever. Boothby, Cooney,
Sandstrom, and Clark (2018) studied the presence of a liking gap between college roommates
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over the course of an academic year, and discovered that the gap is both present and of
significant size from the moment students meet each other. Over time, however, the severity of
the gap slowly decreased until it was nearly nonexistent after eight months of living together (p.
1753). This illustration of the duration of the liking gap demonstrates that it is not solely a
principle that applies to initial conversations, nor is it something that is easily overcome.
Settings
Though the liking gap is generally demonstrated between two individuals, it also exists in
groups and teams. Mastroianni, Cooney, Boothby, and Reece (2021) conducted a study analyzing
whether or not the liking gap existed in three different contexts: a simulated group in the lab, an
engineering team in college, and a work team in an enterprise. In all three contexts, the liking
gap persisted among team members as many believed that their team members liked them less
than what they actually reported. Furthermore, the size of the gap varied depending on the role
each person on the team held – peers had a larger gap than supervisors did, for example (117).
Likability as a Broader Concept
Likability more broadly is a tougher concept to understand. Though many studies analyze
the impact different actions have on liking someone, few have truly investigated what the feeling
of “liking” someone or something really entails. For example, Jecker and Landy (1969)
investigated how doing someone a favor could increase how much you “like” that person after a
somewhat negative interaction. In addition, Mead and Baumeister (2009) analyzed the impact of
money on how hard people try to create a first impression and whether or not affiliation with
money or wealth impacts your perceived likability. Other studies investigated the impact of
different conversational tones, such as being assertive or empathetic, and how that impacted how
8

much a person is liked (Wildman and Clementz 1986). Or, they analyzed the importance of
likability in certain situations, such as Singh and Tor’s 2008 study on likability vs competence in
potential relationship partners. The specifics of certain actions, expressions, movements, etc. that
indicate “liking” have yet to be defined/identified, and past research has had to rely solely on
self-reported data and ratings, often reported using a 1 to 7 Likert scale.
Likability In Negotiations
In negotiations specifically, understanding the dynamics of your relationship with your
counterpart is crucial for a successful outcome. One major reason for this is that there is a large
amount of intangible utility created when negotiating with someone whose perception of you and
relationship with you matters. Within the context of a negotiation, each party is able to extract
decision utility (anticipated consequences or potential repercussions), experienced utility (the
feelings and perceptions generated during the negotiation), and diagnostic utility (the ability to
enhance your own identity during negotiation) in addition to whatever tangible outcomes or
solutions they are attempting to achieve (Brown and Curhan, 2012). Thus, the relationship
between parties is crucial to each individual’s success. In fact, understanding the relationship
between parties is so crucial that it is a good predictor of how successful each party will be.
Elfenbein et. al. (2007), for example, found a direct correlation between a person’s
emotional intelligence and their success in a negotiation. Their study involved understanding
participants’ emotion recognition accuracy, as they recorded whether or not each individual in
the study could accurately assess the emotion being portrayed in several images of people’s faces
and found a strong correlation indicating that those who were able to successfully identify the
emotions often achieved a better outcome.
9

Negotiations, in general, are games of psychological prowess. In each situation, one party
must convince the other to make concessions, accept differing opinions, or take a loss on a
certain outcome. Though different psychological strategies and tactics can be evaluated, the
sheer number of factors influencing the outcome of a negotiation is massive (Thompson 1990).
Thus, the impact of the liking gap may be very minimal. However, it is important to at least
recognize whether or not it is a contributing factor, and if so, whether or not it can be controlled
for or utilized to create a competitive advantage or sustain long term relationships.
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SECTION 3: SUMMARY OF DATA AND METHODS
Overview
This paper is heavily reliant on a past collection of data during college negotiations
classes taught by Prof. Erica Boothby at the Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania.
Using a post-negotiation survey, Prof. Boothby collected self-reported metrics from class
participants about their perceptions of being “liked.” The participants were asked to rate on a one
to seven scale how much they liked their counterpart as well as how much they believed their
counterpart liked them. These two ratings, collected after each negotiation, provide insight into
whether or not there exists a gap in the perception of liking from one participant to another.
The class in which these students were repeatedly surveyed, titled “Negotiations,” is a
case-driven classroom where students participate in a different staged negotiation each week.
These negotiation scenarios, often written by business school faculty and made available for
purchase online, allow researchers and professors to calculate a numerical representation of how
well each player performed in the negotiation based on the outcome (a score). This data, along
with the pre and post survey questions, is recorded through an online portal called “iDecision
Games.” The data is then downloaded into an excel spreadsheet, combined with past classes, and
checked for errors or outliers.
Sample
Due to the nature of the data collection method, the sample for this research is a
collection of 78 undergraduate college students who were enrolled in “Negotiations” at the
University of Pennsylvania and are interested in business/negotiation. Though this sample is not
a perfect representation of the business environment in the broader globe, it does encompass
several characteristics that are similar. The students involved in the study are generally
11

characterized as business-oriented, competitive, and skeptical due to their affiliation with the
school and preparations in taking this course. Many of these attributes are often observed in
broader business communications and thus provide some similarities between the corporate
landscape and the class. Additionally, these students are blind to the use and interpretation of the
data while it is collected, as they are not exposed to the concept of “the liking gap” until after
most simulated negotiations of the semester have been completed.
Data Collection
The data being analyzed for this paper was collected during virtual classes in the Fall
semester of 2020. Through a simulated negotiation titled “New Recruit,” written by Margaret A.
Neale, a former professor at the Kellogg School of Management, and current professor of
Management at Stanford University. Neale’s negotiation scenario, published by Northwestern
University’s Dispute Resolution Research Center (DRRC), requires two participants to negotiate
several details of a job offer, with one participant assuming the role of a candidate and the other
the role of a recruiter. The participants are expected to negotiate eight different topics – bonus
percentage, job assignment, vacation time, starting date, moving expense coverage, insurance
coverage, salary, and location. Each of the eight topics has five potential outcomes, with each of
the five outcomes corresponding to a certain number of points for the individual. Both the
candidate and the recruiter can achieve a total number of points ranging between -8400 and
13,200, however, the total number of points that each topic (or area of negotiation) is worth
differs between the two roles. For example, the negotiation surrounding bonus percentage can
achieve the candidate up to 4,000 points, but can only win the recruiter 1,600 points. These
values and outcomes are laid out for each candidate in their “role sheet” (Appendix 1). At the
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conclusion of the negotiation, candidates input their deal terms into the iDecision games platform
and answered two questions on a scale of 1 to 7 (1 being the lowest, and 7 being the highest):
1. Based on your interaction today, how much do you like your counterpart?
2. Based on your interaction today, how much do you think your counterpart likes you?
The platform then calculated the total score achieved by each individual (their value captured),
as well as the total points obtained by the two individuals together (total value created). For this
paper, an individual who claimed more than 50% of the total value created by the negotiation
pair was considered to have “won” the negotiation.
In total, the 78 students were randomly assigned into 39 pairs for this negotiation. Of the
78 total students, six were removed from the data set for having more than two individuals
playing the same role, missing response or survey information, or not being associated with a
role at all. Thus, leaving 72 students split into 36 teams of two for the final analysis.
Analysis Methods
First, the liking gap for each student was calculated using the following formula, where
Q1 corresponds to question 1 from the prior section and Q2 corresponds to question 2:
𝐿𝑖𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐺𝑎𝑝 = (𝑃𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑡 1'𝑠 𝑄1 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛) − (𝑃𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑡 2'𝑠 𝑄2 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔)
After all the liking gaps were calculated, they were converted to a percentage for easier
comparison.
Simple descriptive statistics were then pulled from the data to understand the mean liking
gap across all individuals as well as the average outcomes and value created and/or captured by
the teams. These statistics were utilized to determine whether the presence of a liking gap exists
within the data and to identify any outliers or anomalies.
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After anomalies were removed, further analysis of the data utilized a simple linear
regression analysis to determine whether or not a relationship exists between how well an
individual performed relative to their counterpart during the negotiation and the size of their
liking gap. Scores were normalized to a percentage of value captured, as the total value created
(and thus eligible for capture) varied between groups. The magnitude of the liking gap was
measured by utilizing the difference between an individual’s rating of their perception of being
liked, and their partner’s actual likeness rating towards them. From there, a regression analysis
comparing the dependent variable of the difference in ratings, and the independent variable of
negotiation outcome, was conducted to determine whether the relationship does in fact exist.
In addition to the linear regression, a two-sample T-test was utilized to determine whether
or not the average size of the liking gap differed between “winners” of the negotiation, defined as
capturing greater than 50% of the total value created by the team, and “losers” of the negotiation,
defined as capturing less than 50% of the value. The t-test was conducted assuming unequal
variances and was at a significance level of 0.1 due to the small sample size being used.
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SECTION 4: RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS
Descriptive Statistics
Overall, the liking gap was certainly present in this sample set of negotiations. Though 34
individuals accurately predicted how much their counterpart liked them, 38 saw differences
between their predictions and their counterpart’s actual rating. Liking gaps ranged from scores of
-4 (a 57.1% underestimate), to 5 (a 71.4% overestimate). However, average liking gaps for the
entire sample were just slightly negative, indicating a slight tendency for the students
participating in the negotiation to underestimate how much they were liked.
Figure 1: Max, Min, and Average Values

Overall

Positive Gaps Only
(Underestimates)

Absolute Value of
Negative Gaps Only
(Overestimates)

MAX Liking Gap (Points)

5.00

5.00

1.00

Average Liking Gap (Points)

-0.19

1.47

1.57

MIN Liking Gap (Points)

-4.00

1.00

4.00

MAX Liking Gap (Percentage)

71.4%

71.4%

57.1%

Average Liking Gap
(Percentage)

-2.8%

21.0%

22.4%

MIN Liking Gap (Percentage)

-57.1%

14.3%

14.3%

Generally, this trend towards underestimating how much their counterpart likes them
agrees with prior research and the claim that others generally like us more than we perceive
during a conversation. Underestimates also tended to be larger in scale than overestimates,
helping to solidify their prevalence. The table below illustrates the breakdown of overestimates
and underestimates by whether or not the student won their negotiation.
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Figure 2: Count of Estimates by Negotiation Outcome
Liking Gap Estimate

Total

Winners

Losers

Ties

Number of Underestimates (Pred. < Actual):

23

12

10

1

Number of Overestimates (Pred. > Actual):

15

5

9

1

Number of Accurate Estimates (Pred. = Actual):

34

16

14

4

Total Counts:

72

33

33

6

While overestimates and underestimates were present for both winners and losers of the
negotiation, it appears more likely that winners underestimate how much their counterpart likes
them after the negotiation, whereas losers are split relatively equally between overestimating and
underestimating.
Though more than half of the students had some sort of liking gap between their
predicted values and their counterpart’s actual rating, 34 students did accurately predict how well
they were liked. The likelihood of accurately predicting how well an individual is liked, at first
glance, appears to be equal regardless of if you won or lost. However, there is a very large
proportion of those who tied in terms of outcome who were able to accurately predict their
counterpart’s rating, potentially indicating that an equal outcome helps to reduce the liking gap.
Though, further research is required to confirm this indication.

Linear Regressions
Simple linear regression analysis was conducted to determine whether there was a
relationship between the amount of value captured by an individual during the negotiation and
the size of the liking gap between that individual and their negotiation counterpart. The
regression utilized the percentage of total team points captured by the individual as the
16

independent variable, and the absolute value of the liking gap for that individual as the dependent
variable. Thus, illustrating the relationship between the outcome of a negotiation and the size
(regardless of direction) for an individual.
Figure 3: Summary of Linear Regression (ABS Val. of Liking Gap vs. % Total Value Captured)
Regression Statistics
Multiple R

0.12079768

R Square

0.01459208

Adjusted R Square

0.00051482

Standard Error

1.00169632

Observations

72

Coefficient
s

Standard
Error

t Stat

P-value

Intercept

0.5278

0.2973

1.7753

0.0802

-0.0652

X Variable
1

0.5556

0.5457

1.0181

0.3121

-0.5328

Lower
95.0%

Upper
95.0%

1.1207

-0.0652

1.1207

1.6439

-0.5328

1.6439

Lower 95% Upper 95%

Figure 4: Plot of Linear Regression (ABS Val. of Liking Gap vs. % Total Value Captured)
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This linear regression indicated the presence of a relationship between the value captured by
each student and the size of their liking gap. In general, as an individual achieves a better
outcome, they tend to make less accurate predictions as to how much their counterpart likes
them. However, an R-Squared value of ~0.015 indicates that this relationship accounts for a very
small portion of the variance in the liking gap, and high p-values indicate there is no statistical
significance for these two variables.
To better understand the relationship between negotiation outcome and liking gap, the
regression was re-created using the true value of the liking gap, including negative values.
Figure 5: Summary of Linear Regression 2 (Liking Gap vs. % Total Value Captured)
Regression Statistics
Multiple R

0.06280615

R Square

0.00394461

Adjusted R Square

-0.0102848

Standard Error

1.28075341

Observations

72

Coefficient
s

Standard
Error

t Stat

P-value

Intercept

-0.0108

0.3801

-0.0283

0.9775

-0.7689

X Variable
1

-0.3674

0.6977

-0.5265

0.6002

-1.7589
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Lower
95.0%

Upper
95.0%

0.7473

-0.7689

0.7473

1.0242

-1.7589

1.0242

Lower 95% Upper 95%

Figure 6: Plot of Linear Regression 2 (Liking Gap vs. % Total Value Captured)

Though there appears to be a slightly negative relationship between negotiation performance and
an individual’s liking gap, the R-squared value of 0.003 and very high p-values (0.6 and 0.97)
indicate that there is no significant relationship between these variables in the context of this
negotiation. Thus, indicating that the strength of a negotiation outcome is not able to successfully
predict whether or not someone will overestimate or underestimate how much their counterpart
in a negotiation likes them after its conclusion.

t-Tests
In addition to using linear regression to represent a linear relationship between the level
of a negotiation outcome and the size and/or direction of a liking gap, a two-sample t-Test was
also utilized to test whether simply winning or losing a negotiation results in a different liking
gap. For this analysis, three groups who “tied” in terms of value capture were removed from the
sample. The remaining 66 students were then separated by those who “won” the negotiation,
19

capturing more than 50% of the total value created by the team, and those who “lost” the
negotiation, claiming less than 50% of the total value created by the team.
The fist t-Test utilized the absolute value of the liking gap to measure the difference in
means solely based on the size of the gap, or the inability to accurately predict how much an
individual’s counterpart liked them.
Figure 7: Two-Sample t-Test on the mean absolute value of liking gap for “winners” vs “losers”
Testing the Mean Absolute Value of the Liking Gap for "Winners" vs "Losers"
t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Variable 1
(Winners)

Variable 2
(Losers)

Mean

0.87878788

0.818181818

Variance

1.10984848

1.028409091

Observations

33

33

Hypothesized Mean Difference

0

df

64

t Stat

0.23809102

P(T<=t) one-tail

0.40628557

t Critical one-tail

1.66901303

P(T<=t) two-tail

0.81257114

t Critical two-tail

1.99772965

This test did not yield a statistically significant result at the 0.1 alpha level, and thus did not
disprove the null hypothesis that the mean absolute value of the liking gaps of winners vs. losers
is equal. Ultimately, indicating that there is no observable difference between the scale of the
liking gaps experienced between the two groups.
In addition to analyzing the scale of the liking gaps, a t-Test was also run to determine if
there was a difference between the direction of the liking gaps in each group.

20

Figure 8: Two-Sample t-Test on the mean liking gap for “winners” vs “losers”
Testing the Mean Liking Gap for "Winners" vs "Losers"
t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Variable 1
(Winners)

Variable 2
(Losers)

Mean

-0.4545455

0.03030303

Variance

1.69318182

1.71780303

Observations

33

33

Hypothesized Mean Difference

0

df

64

t Stat

-1.5080756

P(T<=t) one-tail

0.06822803

t Critical one-tail

1.66901303

P(T<=t) two-tail

0.13645605

t Critical two-tail

1.99772965

This test again segmented students into “winners” and “losers” of their negotiation, but analyzed
the true mean scores of the liking gap rather than the absolute value to determine if the mean
values for the two groups were different. Though the two-tailed t-Test did not result in a
statistically significant difference, the one-tail t-Test did at the 0.1 alpha level. This outcome
indicates that the mean liking gap for “winners” of negotiations is likely lower than the mean
liking gap for individuals who “lose” a negotiation. Thus, the test demonstrated that those who
“won” their negotiation were more likely to see a lower or negative liking gap – underestimating
how much their counterpart liked them after the negotiation.
While this result was significant, the majority of the analysis conducted during this study
did not produce statistically significant results, and none were able to at the traditional 0.05 alpha
level. More research is needed to determine the impact of some of these findings in broader
settings.
21

Limitations of this Study
Though this study did provide some significant results, there are a lot of limitations and
room for improvement for future investigations of the liking gap in negotiations.
One area of improvement for this study would be the selected sample. This study utilized
a sample of college students that could be improved upon to increase external validity of
findings. Though the college students in this course had demonstrated interests in business and
displayed many similarities to working professionals, the college setting inherently adds
additional factors and influences performance. Though students were randomly assigned to pairs,
there was still a strong probability that students were familiar with each other and may have
developed a stronger understanding of their relationship ahead of entering into the negotiation
process, since the students may know each other from other classes or extracurriculars. Thus,
many students may have already reduced or eliminated the liking gap between themselves and
their classmates. Additionally, since this data was collected in a Zoom setting due to the
pandemic, students may not have been able to build the same level of rapport or convey
emotions as effectively as they could have if it was done in-person. This may have impacted each
student’s impression of the attitudes, emotions, and motivations of their counterparts and thus
may have impacted their survey ratings. It also introduced the possibility of technical difficulties
impacting the perceptions of each individual.
In addition to limitations of the sample size, this study was also limited by the
negotiations case utilized for the simulation. Though the “New Recruit” case works well in a
classroom setting to demonstrate different types of negotiation issues through the real-life
example of a job offer negotiation, future studies may want to investigate using their own cases
to allow for more control over the scoring systems. Additionally, it may be beneficial to utilize a
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negotiation where both parties share the same role to remove the impact of stereotypes and
role-related perceptions on liking. For example, a recruiter is often seen to be in a position of
power over a candidate during a job negotiation and thus the title may carry negative
connotations.
Overall, though there are some limitations of this study and areas for improvement, the
current sample and case utilized did allow for a baseline glimpse into the impact of negotiation
outcome on the liking gap.

Conclusions
Ultimately, this study was unable to find statistically significant relationships between
negotiation outcomes and the size of a person’s liking gap. However, it did recognize that those
who “win” negotiations, on average, have a higher likelihood of underestimating how well they
are liked by their counterparts as demonstrated by the one-tail t-Test in Figure 8. This finding can
help inform future negotiations as it demonstrates that, generally speaking, losing a negotiation
may not necessarily have a large detrimental effect on the relationship between two people. This
knowledge may allow those who won negotiations to maintain relationships and feel more
comfortable and confident re-engaging with past counterparts who may have had the perception
of “losing.”
Though this insight is helpful to understand the impact and importance of the liking gap
in negotiation, there is still a lot of room for further research. Future studies should collect data
on personal presentation – including tone, emotion, frequency of speech, etc. – during
negotiations to see how those factors impact the liking gap. Additionally, researchers may want
to conduct more research to further define the quality of “liking” something, and begin to hone in
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on a set of factors or characteristics on which people make decisions on likeness. Overall, there
is still much to learn about the liking gap, “liking” things in general, and generally managing
relationships in the context of negotiations.
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APPENDIX
1. Sample Point Sheet (Adjusted from the original case)
ISSUE

OPTIONS

POINTS

Project Division

Team 1
Team 2
Team 3
Team 4
Team 5

1600
1200
800
400
0

Bonus

10%
8%
6%
4%
2%

4000
3000
2000
1000
0

Starting Date

June 1
June 15
July 1
July 15
August 1

2400
1800
1200
600
0

Location

New York
Los Angeles
San Francisco
Boston
Nashville

1200
900
600
300
0

Relocation Cost Coverage

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

800
600
400
200
0

Insurance Coverage

Plan A
Plan B
Plan C
Plan D
Plan E

3200
2400
1600
800
0

Vacation Allocation

25 days
20 days
15 days
10 days
5 days

0
-600
-1200
-1800
-2400

Salary

$100K
$95K
$90K
$85K
$80K

0
-1500
-3000
-4500
-6000
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